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Section 1.0                                            
INTRODUCTION

The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a proposed Fee-

to-Trust Annexation of 60.8 acres and subsequent casino facility and hotel and other ancillary uses by the

Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Indians in Calexico, California.  This scoping report describes the EIS scoping

process, explains the purpose and need for the Proposed Action, describes the proposed project and

alternatives, and summarizes the issues identified during the scoping process.

1.0 Introduction
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) provides a national policy to integrate environmental

considerations into the planning process and decisions of federal agencies.  NEPA provides an

interdisciplinary framework to ensure that federal agency decision-makers consider environmental

factors.  The key procedure required by NEPA is the preparation of an EIS for any major federal action that

may significantly affect the quality of the environment.  Public involvement, which is an important aspect

of the NEPA procedures, is provided for at various steps in the development of an EIS.  The first opportunity

for public involvement is the EIS scoping process.  

1.1 EIS Scoping Process
The “scope” of an EIS means the range of environmental issues to be addressed, the types of project

effects to be considered, and the range of project alternatives to be analyzed.  The EIS scoping process is

designed to provide an opportunity for the public and other federal and state agencies to provide input

that will help determine the scope of the EIS.  

The first formal step in the preparation of an EIS is publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS.

The NOI describes the Proposed Action and reasons why an EIS will be prepared.  The BIA published the

NOI for this Proposed Action in the Federal Register on March 6, 2008 with the comment period beginning

on March 6, 2008 and ending on April 7, 2008 (Appendix A).  The NOI was published in the Imperial Valley

Press on March 19, 2008, March 22, 2008, and March 25, 2008.  

The March 6, 2008 NOI also served to announce the public scoping meeting.  The BIA held a public scoping

meeting on March 27, 2008 at the County of Imperial Board of Supervisors Chamber Room, El Centro,

California.  The scoping meeting was conducted by the following representatives of the BIA: Valerie

Thomas, Environmental Protection Specialist, Patrick O’Mallan, Environmental Protection Specialist, and

John Rydzik, Acting Chief of the Division of Environmental, Cultural, Resource Management and Safety for

the Pacific Region.  The scoping meeting provided a forum for the public to address the members of the BIA

regarding the scope of the EIS.  Transcripts of the public meeting, speaker cards submitted by individuals

who spoke at the meeting, and a list of speakers at the scoping meeting are provided in Appendix B.

Written comment cards received during the scoping meeting are provided in Appendix C.  The issues that
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were raised during the public scoping meeting have been summarized in Section 3.2.  Comment letters

received during the public comment period provided by the NOI are included in Appendix D.  The range of

issues to be addressed in the EIS may be expanded based on comments received during the scoping

process.

1.2 Cooperating Agencies
The lead agency (BIA) may request that another agency having jurisdiction by law or having special

expertise with respect to anticipated environmental issues be a “cooperating agency.”  Cooperating

agencies participate in the scoping process and, at the lead agency’s request, may develop information

to be included in the EIS.  A cooperating agency normally must use its own funds in undertaking its

responsibilities under NEPA.  However, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations

require that, to the extent possible, a lead agency fund “those major activities or analyses it requests

from cooperating agencies” (40 C.F.R. §1501.6).

Cooperating Agency is defined in The Bureau of National Affairs, Inc. publication The Environmental

Impact Statement Process (Number 27-2nd) as follows:

The concept of the “cooperating agency” was an innovation of the Council on Environmental

Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations.  In the past, agencies other than the lead agency were unlikely

to participate in the preparation of the environmental impact statement, but subsequently

would comment, often unfavorably, on it.  The cooperating agency concept is designed t o

persuade other agencies to assist the lead agency in its preparation of the environmental

impact statement, and to ensure a draft statement that reflects the expertise of more

varied agencies.  

The NEPA regulations define a cooperating agency as “any Federal agency other than a lead

agency which has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental

impact involved in a proposal” that requires an environmental impact statement.  (40 C.F.R §

1508.5)  “Jurisdiction by law” refers to “agency authority to approve, veto, or finance all or part

of a proposal.”  “Special expertise” means statutory responsibility, agency mission, or related

program expertise.  A similarly qualified state or local agency or an affected Indian tribe may

become a cooperating agency.

An agency that has “jurisdiction by law” shall be a cooperating agency upon the lead agency’s

request.  Any other federal agency with “special expertise” relating to pertinent environmental

issues may be a cooperating agency at the lead agency’s request.  An agency may also request

that the lead agency designate it as a cooperating agency.

The lead agency must request the participation of each cooperating agency at the earliest

possible time.  Further, it must use the cooperating agencies’ environmental analyses and

proposals “to the maximum extent possible consistent with its responsibility as lead agency.”
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Each cooperating agency similarly required to participate in the process at the earliest

possible time and to “assure on request of the lead agency, responsibility for developing

information and preparing environmental analyses including portions of the environmental

impact statement concerning which the cooperating agency has special expertise.”

Because they are apt to be cooperating agencies in a large number of cases, agencies such as

the Environmental Protection Agency, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric administration,

and the Fish and Wildlife Service have claimed that the cooperating agency function would

impinge upon their other program commitments.  Therefore, the regulations permit a

potential cooperating agency to inform the lead agency and CEQA that “other program

commitments preclude any involvement or the degree of involvement requested in the

action that is the subject of the environmental impact statement.”

The BIA has formally requested Cooperating Agency participation from the National Indian Gaming

Commission (NIGC), Imperial Irrigation District (IID), City of Calexico, Natural Resources Conservation

Service, California Department of Transportation (CalTrans), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), County

of Imperial, and Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Indians.  The NIGC and the Manzanita Band of the

Kumeyaay Indians will serve as the Cooperating Agencies for the Proposed Action (Appendix E).  

1.3 EIS Schedule and Public Review
The current schedule anticipates that the Draft EIS will be available for public review in the second half of

2008.  The public review period for the Draft EIS will be 45 days.  A public hearing on the Draft EIS will held

during the review period.  The Final EIS is currently scheduled to be available for review late in 2008.  A

decision on the project may be made 30 days after the Final EIS is released.
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Section 2.0                                            
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Purpose and Need
Implementation of the Proposed Action would assist the Tribe in meeting the following objectives:

• The overall purpose of the Proposed Action is to address the long-term need of Manzanita Band of

Kumeyaay Indians for political self-determination, cultural and social preservation, and economic

self-sufficiency and growth.  This purpose and need would include objectives such as the

following:

- Increased employment opportunities for Tribal members and the residents of the City of

Calexico and County of Imperial;

- Improvement of the socioeconomic status of the Tribe; funding for a variety of social,

governmental, administrative, educational, health and welfare services to improve the

quality of life of Tribal members;

- Assist tribal members to attain economic self-sufficiency, thereby removing Tribal

members from public-assistance programs;

- Provide capital for other economic development and investment opportunities; and,

- Restoration of a lost land base.

A lack of economic development opportunities exist for the Tribe primarily due to lack of funds for project

development and operation, lack of developable land, water supply constraints, and the remoteness of

the Tribes Reservation.  The Tribe has no sustained revenue stream that could be used to fund programs and

provide assistance to tribal members.

The Tribe’s need for an economic base represents one of the primary purposes behind the Indian Gaming

Regulatory Act (IGRA).  IGRA states that Congress finds “a principal goal of Federal Indian policy is to

promote tribal economic development, tribal self sufficiency, and strong tribal government…” 25 U.S.C.

§2701.  The IGRA also states that one of the purposes of the act is “provide a statutory basis for the

operation of gaming by Indian tribes as a means of promoting tribal economic development, self-

sufficiency, and strong tribal governments…” 25 U.S.C. §2702.

To ensure that revenues raised from gaming are used to “promote tribal economic development, tribal self

sufficiency, and strong tribal government,” IGRA (25 U.S.C. § 2710(b)(2)(A)) limits the use of net gaming

revenues to the following:

• Funding tribal government operations or programs;

• Providing for the general welfare of the Indian tribe and its members;
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• Promoting tribal economic development;

• Making donations to charitable organizations; and,

• Funding operations of local government agencies.

The Proposed Action would provide the Tribe with a long-term, viable, and sustainable revenue base.

Class III gaming is potentially very profitable.  Revenues from the operation of the casino and hotel would

be used for at least the following purposes:

• Funding governmental programs and services, including housing, educational, environmental,

health, and safety programs and services;

• Hiring additional staff, upgrading equipment and facilities, and generally improving governmental

operations;

• Decreasing the Tribe’s and tribal members’ dependence on Federal and State grants and

assistance programs;

• Making donations to charitable organizations and governmental operations, including local

educational institutions;

• Funding local governmental agencies, programs, and services; and,

• Providing capital for other economic development investment opportunities and allowing the

Tribe to diversify its holdings over time, so that it is no longer dependent upon the Federal or State

government or even upon gaming to survive and prosper.

Each of these purposes is consistent with the limited allowable uses for gaming revenues, as required by

IRGA.  The hotel, casino, and related facilities would also provide employment opportunities for Tribal

members as well as local non-tribal residents.  Operation of the hotel, casino, and related facilities would

require the purchase of goods and services, increasing opportunities for local businesses and stimulating

the local economy.  

The Tribal government’s purpose of requesting the approval of the proposed management contract is to

team with Viejas Enterprises to develop and manage a casino facility and hotel.  The Tribal government

needs a developer/manager because the Tribe alone cannot secure the necessary financing to develop

this project and lacks the necessary expertise to manage a casino facility and hotel.  Management

contracts with other Tribes and casino management companies are consistent with IGRA and heavily

scrutinized by the NIGC prior to approval.  In addition to required environmental review pursuant to

NEPA, IGRA (25 U.S.C. § 2711(b)) requires that the NIGC approve a management contract only if it is

determined that it at least provides for the following:

• Adequate accounting procedures that are maintained, and verifiable financial reports that are

prepared, by or for the tribal governing body on a monthly basis;

• Access to daily operations of the gaming to appropriate tribal officials who shall also have a right

to verify the daily gross revenues and income made from any such gaming activity;
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• A minimum guaranteed payment to the Indian tribe that has preference over the retirement of

development and construction costs;

• An agreed ceiling for the repayment of development and construction costs;

• A contract term not to exceed five years, except that, upon the request of an Indian tribe, the

Chairman may authorize a contract term that exceeds five years but does not exceed seven

years if the Chairman is satisfied that the capital investment required, and the income projections,

for the particular gaming activity require the additional time; and,

• Grounds and mechanisms for terminating the management contract, but actual contract

termination shall not require the approval of the Commission.

In addition to the above management contract requirements, IGRA (25 U.S.C. § 2711(a)) requires that the

NIGC conduct a background investigation “on each person or entity (including individuals comprising

such entity) having a direct financial interest in, or management responsibility for, such contract, and, in

the case of a cooperation, those individuals who serve on the board of directors of such corporation and

each of the stockholders who hold (directly or indirectly) 10 percent or more of its issued and outstanding

stock.”  According to IGRA (25 U.S.C. § 2711(e)), the NIGC shall not approve a management contract if

the background investigation determines that one of the persons or entities noted above:

• Is an elected member of the governing body of the Indian tribe which is the party to the

management contract;

•  Has been or subsequently is convicted of any felony or gaming offense;

• Has knowingly and willfully provided materially important false statements or information to the

NIGC or the Indian tribe or has refused to respond to questions propounded pursuant to the

background investigation requirement of IGRA;

• Has been determined to be a person whose prior activities, criminal record if any, or reputation,

habits, and associations pose a threat to the public interest or to the effective regulation and

control of gaming, or create or enhance the dangers of unsuitable, unfair, or illegal practices,

methods, and activities in the conduct of gaming or the carrying on of the business and financial

arrangements incidental thereto.  

2.1.1 Project Location
The project parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 059-010-001-000), is located at the northernmost

gateway to the City of Calexico, California.  It lies at sea level elevation and is a part of the broad, flat

Imperial Valley region of the California low desert (Figures 2-1 and 2-2).  Imperial Valley is located in the

Colorado Desert Physiographic province of Southern California.  The City of Calexico is bounded by the

County of Imperial to the north, east, and west, and Mexicali, Mexico to the south.  The project site is

situated at the southwest corner of the intersection of Jasper Road and State Highway 111(SR-111) and is

bounded by the Central Main and Dogwood Canals to the south and west (Figure 2-2).  The 60.8-acre

project site is centrally located within the site of the proposed 232-acre 111 Calexico Place Specific Plan

project, a proposed commercial highway development project (Figure 2-3).  As depicted on Figure 2-3,

the project site will be surrounded by restaurants, retail, office, and a hotel to the north; retail and
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restaurant uses to the east; the Central Main and Dogwood Canals to the south; and, office tech uses to

the west.  Currently, the project site is undeveloped and was formerly agricultural land before it w a s

annexed into the City of Calexico in 2001.  An aerial photograph of the property is provided in Figure 2-4.

2.2 Alternatives to be Analyzed Within the EIS
The EIS will analyze the Proposed Action, No Action Alternative, and Other Alternatives. Additional

information on each alternative will be presented in the EIS.

2.2.1 Alternative A – Proposed Action
The Proposed Action to be analyzed within the DEIS are the Fee-to-Trust acquisition of a 60.8-acre

proposed project site and subsequent approval of a gaming management contract by the National

Indian Gaming Commission (NIGC).  The foreseeable consequence of the Proposed Action will be the

development of a casino facility and hotel on the trust land (project site).  Figure 2-3 depicts the proposed

conceptual site plan for the proposed casino facility and hotel, including supporting facilities.  The casino

facility and hotel is expected to employ 2,400 employees.  

The new casino and all support facilities would be constructed consistent with the State of California

building codes which include electrical, mechanical, plumbing, energy, fire protection, seismic, and other

standards.

The proposed casino facility will encompass an area of 459,621 square feet.  More specifically, the casino

facility will consist of an approximately 93,800 square foot Class III Gaming Area, including approximately

2,000 slot machines and 45 gaming tables.  In addition to the gaming area, the casino facility will include

55,000 square feet of restaurants and lounges; 8,000 square feet of retail; 46,000 square feet of meeting

and assembly spaces; 38,600 square feet of entertainment and recreation; and, 218,081 square feet of

other operational facilities (e.g., back of house area, central plant).  Table 2-1 provides a summary of the

components proposed to be provided in the casino facility.

TABLE 2-1
Proposed Casino Facility Components

Use Size (square feet)

Gaming Area 93,880 sf
Restaurants and Lounges 55,000 sf
Retail 8,000 sf
Meeting and Assembly Spaces 46,000 sf
Entertainment and Recreation 38,660 sf
Other Operational Facilities:

-  Back of House Area (Facility Support 
    and Employee Facilities)
-  Central Plant (Generators/AC Units)

193,081 sf

25,000 sf
TOTAL 459,621 sf

Source: BRG Consulting, 2008.
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In addition to the proposed casino facility, under the Proposed Action a 200-room hotel is proposed in

conjunction with the casino facility.  It would be located adjacent to the casino facility and will include a

swimming pool.  

A total of 3,200 parking spaces, which include 400 valet spaces, would be provided in surface parking lots

and parking structure to the patrons and employees of the casino facility/hotel and supporting facilities.

Approximately 3,200 parking spaces, which include 400 valet spaces, would be provided for the project

in surface parking lots and a parking structure located adjacent to the casino facility (Figure 2-3).  

The Tribe is also proposing to develop a new approximately 20,800-square foot joint fire and police station

located east of the project site within the 111 Calexico Place Specific Plan project area (Figure 2-3).   

2.2.2 Alternative B – No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, no land would be developed or placed into federal trust.  Land use

jurisdiction of the site would remain with the City of Calexico.  For purposes of the environmental analysis

in the EIS, it is assumed that the property would continue under the current uses, vacant and

undeveloped.  

2.2.3 Other Alternatives
The Tribe is currently in the process of developing additional alternatives, which would include alternative

locations and a reduced casino alternative.  A detailed discussion and analysis for each of these

alternatives will be provided in the EIS pursuant to NEPA.   
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Section 3.0                                            
ISSUES IDENTIFIED DURING SCOPING

3.1 Introduction
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for implementing NEPA requires a process,

referred to as “scoping” for determining the rage of issues to be addressed during the environmental

review of a proposed action (§1501.7).  The scoping process entails a determination of issues by soliciting

comments from agencies, organizations and individuals.  The NOI comment period began March 6, 2008

and closed on April 7, 2008 (Appendix A).  A list of individuals who provided comment letters during

comment period and the letters are provided in Appendix D .  This scoping report incorporated the

comments received during the public scoping meeting held in El Centro, California on March 27, 2008.  A

transcript of the public scoping meeting and a list of speakers are provided in Appendix B.  The public

comments cards received during the scoping meeting and a list of commenters can be found in

Appendix C.  The issues that were raised during the scoping comment period have been summarized in

Section 3.2 below.  

3.2 Issues Identified During Scoping
This section contains a summary of public comments received during the EIS scoping process.  These

comment summaries are categorized by issue area.  A general summary of the expected scope of the EIS

for each issue area category is also provided.

3.2.1 Socioeconomic

Comments

Specific socioeconomic issues, questions, and comments raised during scoping include:

• Would the operation of the Proposed Action result in an increase to addictive behaviors such as

alcohol abuse, nicotine abuse, drug abuse, and gambling addiction?

• How will legalized gambling affect the City of Calexico and the County of Imperial (e.g.,

gambling and crime, economic impact, fraud on public, impact to families, adolescent gambling,

financial and credit issues, and pathological gambler)?

• The EIS should discuss the beneficial effects of the Proposed Action to economic development

and job growth in the region.

• The EIS should discuss projected benefits to the local economy from the development of the

Proposed Action, including alleviation of the high unemployment rate in Imperial County.  

• How would the Proposed Action ensure that the jobs are given to Imperial County workers and

not members of other Tribes or workers of Mexicali?
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• The EIS should discuss the economic costs to local jurisdictions.  If this was a private development,

it would generate a huge property tax base, so what are the proposed projects’ offsets?

• If approved, the ownership status of the property would be converted from taxable status to

nontaxable Indian trust status.  This acquisition would impact state and local government as the

property is removed from the tax roll.

• How will the Proposed Action adequately mitigate all off-reservation commercial endeavors in

order to avoid putting county services at risk?

• The EIS should discuss the loss of gaming income, tribal employment, loss of benefits from tourism

and other no-gaming activities, loss of governmental services to the existing resident Tribe.

Scoping

The EIS will assess the reasonably foreseeable impacts that the Proposed Action would have no

socioeconomic issues such as employment, property value, problems associated with gambling, and

crime rates.

3.2.2 Environmental Justice

Comments

Specific environmental justice issues and questions raised during scoping include:

• How would the Proposed Action impact other Tribes within the region (e.g. Quechan Tribe)?

• The EIS should comprehensively discuss environmental justice.

• The EIS should discuss all economic, social, natural, or physical environmental effects on the human

environment.  

• The EIS should address any impacts associated with the relationship between the existing

resident Tribe and the non-Indian communities.

Scoping

The EIS will assess the reasonably foreseeable and disproportionate impacts of the Proposed Action on

other Tribes, minority and low-income populations, as required by Executive Order 12898.

3.2.3 Air Quality

Comments

Specific air quality issues and questions during the scoping include:

• A Comprehensive Air Quality Analysis shall be conducted as per the Imperial County CEQA Air

Quality Handbook for the Proposed Action.

• The Air Quality analysis in the EIS shall be prepared in accordance with Section 6 of the Imperial

County’s CEQA Handbook.

• The EIS shall include a cumulative impact analysis for air quality.
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• The construction of the Proposed Action shall adhere to the requirements of Regulation VI I I ,

Fugitive Dust Control for Imperial County.

• The EIS shall analyze greenhouse gas impacts (direct and indirect) of the Proposed Action in

accordance with the Global Warming Solution Act of 2006, also known as Assembly Bill 32, along

with the California Attorney General’s proclamations.  

Scoping

The EIS will assess potential impacts on air quality due to construction and operation emissions.  Emission

inventories will be developed for construction and operation activities related to the Proposed Action.

3.2.4 Traffic

Comments

Specific traffic issues and questions during the scoping include:

• The EIS should include a comprehensive traffic impact analysis that assesses the impacts to the full

length of the Jasper Road corridor east and west; impacts to County roads and accompanying

intersections within a 20 mile radius including but not limited to Dogwood Road, Fawcett Road,

McCabe Road, Yourman Road, Austin Road, Bowker Road, Pitzer Road, Correll Road, Clark Road,

La Brucherie Road, Barbara Worth Road, Cole Road, and Anderholt Road; and the Caltrans road

system, SR-7, SR-86, SR-98, SR-111, SR-115, and Interstate 8.

• The EIS should include an analysis of the traffic impacts with relation to the operational activities

of the Proposed Action.  

• The EIS should analyze the cumulative traffic impacts of the Proposed Action.

• The EIS should discuss traffic congestion generated by the Casino.

• Please forward future studies, including the traffic analysis, to Caltrans for review to determine

any potential impacts to State facilities.  

• The EIS should use as a guideline the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies.

Minimum contents of the traffic impact study are listed in Appendix A of the Caltrans guide.

• All analysis done on State-owned facilities must use Caltrans requirements if the Lead Agency’s

requirements differ from Caltrans as outlined in Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact

Studies.

• A consultation with Caltrans shall be conducted to determine the appropriate target Level of

Service (LOS) on State highway facilities.  

• The geographic scope examined in the traffic study must include State highway facilities where

the project will add over 100 peak hour trips.  State highway facilities must also be analyzed in

the scope of the traffic study for projects that add 50 peak hour trips in areas that are near

capacity or unacceptable service levels.  A focused analysis may be required for project trips

assigned to a State highway facilities that is over capacity and experiencing significant delay, or

if there is an increased risk of a potential traffic hazard.
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• Any direct and/or cumulative impacts to the State highway system must be eliminated or

reduced to a level of insignificance pursuant to CEQA and NEPA standards.  Mitigation Measures

must be coordinated with Caltrans to identify and implement the appropriate mitigation, this

include the actual implementation and collection of any “fair share” monies.

• Mitigation improvements to SR-111 should be compatible with Caltrans concepts and

improvements.  

• The Traffic Impact Study for the Proposed Action must include a short-term analysis and mitigation,

as well as future long-term upgraded freeway analysis for the proposed SR-111 and Jasper Road

interchange.  

• No access will be provided from SR-111 except from Jasper Road.  Any access from Jasper Road

must meet the minimum requirements for a freeway interchange and conform to standards

outlined in Highway Design Manual Section 504.3 Ramps.  

• If the Proposed Action will require any work or improvements within the Caltrans right-of-way,

the EIS should include such work and the developer is responsible for all mitigation measures for

the impacts.  In addition, an Encroachment Permit would be required.

Scoping

The EIS will provide an estimate of the total daily trips and peak hour trips generated by the Proposed

Action.  Reasonably foreseeable impacts to roadways and the intersections near the project site will be

studied to access traffic impacts related to the Proposed Action.  Mitigation will be proposed for

significant impacts.

3.2.5 Agriculture

Comments

Specific agriculture issues and questions raised during the scoping include:

• The EIS should analyze the impacts caused by the conversion of farmland and what growth

inducing impacts the Proposed Project would have on the neighboring agricultural lands.

Scoping

The EIS will assess reasonably foreseeable impacts to agricultural resources within the region, including

impacts to Williamson Act contracts. Mitigation will be prepared for significant impacts.

3.2.6 Public Services
Comments

Specific public services issues and questions raised during the scoping include:

• The EIS should addressed the Proposed Action’s impact to community and the greater county in

relation to the increase need for police/sheriff services.

• The EIS should discuss all service and service capacities and how they will be mitigated by or for

the City of Calexico.
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• The EIS should discuss the impact to the Calexico Unified School District and mitigate all impacts

to below a level of significance.

Scoping

The EIS will assess the reasonably foreseeable impacts that the Proposed Action would have on public

services.  Mitigation will be prepared for significant impacts.

3.2.7 Public Health and Safety

Comments

Specific public health and safety issues and questions raised during the scoping include:

• How would the Proposed Action addressed the increased crime that is often associated casinos?

Scoping

The EIS will address the reasonably foreseeable impacts related to public health and safety of the

Proposed Action, including any reasonably foreseeable impacts related to increase crime.  Mitigation wi l l

be prepared for significant impacts.

3.2.8 Tribal Issues
Comment

Specific tribal issues and questions raised during the scoping include:

• Where is the Manzanita Reservation?  The project description states that it is “…50 miles from the

Tribe’s reservation…”?

• What is the land size and characteristic of the existing reservation?

• Why does the Tribe need to locate a casino 50 +/- miles away from its reservation?

• How many members of the Tribe are there and do they reside on the existing reservation?

• The EIS should analyze the impacts of off-reservation gaming on an existing urban community.  

• How will the development of, in this case 50 +/- miles from the Manzanita Reservation, work in

terms of the Tribal community?

• How does the Tribe propose to operate the casino?

• The EIS should analyze the impacts of off-reservation gaming operation in relation to existing on-

reservation gaming operation nearby (e.g. Quechan).

Scoping

The placement of 60.8 acres of land into federal trust status and the development of a casino in the City of

Calexico will be analyzed as the Proposed Action in the EIS.  Other tribal issues will be clearly identified

and in the Purpose and Need Chapter and in the socioeconomic sections of the EIS, as appropriate.
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3.2.9 Emergency Response

Comment:

Specific emergency response issues and questions raised during the scoping include:

• The EIS should discuss the impact of the Proposed Action on police and fire protection.

Scoping

The EIS will assess the reasonably foreseeable impacts that the Proposed Action would have on

emergency response. Mitigation will be proposed for significant impacts.

3.2.10 Water Drainage

Comments

Specific site drainage issues and questions raised during the scoping include:

• No grading shall be allowed from the Proposed Action, which would modify existing drainage

and increase runoff to SR-111.

Scoping

The EIS will address issues related to site drainage, including stormwater runoff and flooding.  Available

hydrogeologic studies will be reviewed, and other information on the water resources of the area will be

obtained.  Water resources of the area will be evaluated for reasonably foreseeable impacts, as a result

of the Proposed Action. Mitigation will be proposed for significant impacts.

3.2.11 Visual Resources

Comments

Specific visual resources issues and questions raised during the scoping include:

• All lighting for the Proposed Action should be placed and/or shielded so as not to be hazardous to

vehicles traveling on SR-111.

• All signs visible to traffic on SR-111 need to be considered in compliance with county and state

regulations.

Scoping

The EIS will identify if the Proposed Action would adversely affect visual resources. Mitigation will be

proposed for significant impacts.  
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3.2.12 Noise

Comments

Specific noise issues and questions raised during the scoping include:

• Caltrans has stated that they will not be held responsible for any noise impacts to the Proposed

Action, including from the ultimate configuration of SR-111.

Scoping

The EIS will address issues related to construction and operational noise of the Proposed Action. Mitigation

will be proposed for significant impacts.  

3.2.13 Biological Resources

Comments

• The EIS should discuss potential biological resources impacts of the Proposed Action.

Scoping

The EIS will assess reasonably foreseeable impacts of the Proposed Action on vegetation, wildlife, and

threatened/endangered species listed by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Mitigation

will be proposed for significant impacts.  

3.2.14 Other Comments

Comments

The following specific questions and comments regarding the Proposed Action were raised during the

scoping:

• What are the effects of the Proposed Action on taxpayers who have to pay for workers who

become ill from working in a smoking environment?

• The project will have regional impacts and may, in fact, require mitigation measures or

improvement on contiguous or adjacent infrastructure such as roads, highways (SR-111), as wel l

as local infrastructure; therefore, request that a combined EIS/EIR be prepared.   

• The EIS shall be prepared in accordance with Section 20 of the IGRA, which has specific criteria for

off-reservation gaming operations.

• The EIS should discuss energy and water conservation.  

Scoping

A decision was made by the cooperating agencies to not prepare a joint EIR/EIS for this project.

Therefore separate documents are being prepared.   
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An EIS will be prepared, as required by NEPA.  Additional opportunities for public participation will occur

after the Draft EIS has been published.  There will be a public comment period to solicit comments on the

Draft EIS.  The BIA will consult with local Tribes and governments, according to the requirements of NEPA.

Issues relating specifically to IGRA or the Tribal/State compact will not be addressed in the EIS, unless

required by NEPA.  

3.2.15 Water Supply

Scoping

The EIS will address uses related to water supply.  Water demands will be estimated for the Proposed

Action.  Available hydrogeologic studies will be reviewed, and other information on the water resources

of the area will be obtained.  Water resources of the area will be evaluated for reasonably foreseeable

adverse impacts to water supply and uses as a result of the Proposed Action. Mitigation will be proposed

for significant impacts.  

3.2.16 Water Quality

Scoping

The EIS will address issues related to water quality.  Foreseeable discharges and runoff from development

will be analyzed for the Proposed Action.  Available hydrogeologic studies will be reviewed, and other

information on the water resources of the area will be obtained.  Water resources of the area will be

evaluated for reasonably foreseeable impacts to water quality, as a result of the Proposed Action.

Mitigation will be proposed for significant impacts.   

3.2.17 Wastewater Disposal

Scoping

The EIS will disclose wastewater treatment and disposal options for the Proposed Action.  The EIS wi l l

assess the reasonably foreseeable impacts of wastewater generated by the Proposed Action.

Mitigation will be proposed for significant impacts.  

3.2.18 Land Use Planning

Scoping

The EIS will assess the potential for land use conflicts caused by the Proposed Action. Mitigation will be

proposed for significant impacts.  

3.2.19 Community Character  

Scoping

The EIS will assess the potential for community character conflicts caused by the Proposed Action.

Mitigation will be proposed for significant impacts.  
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3.2.20 Cultural Resources

Scoping

The EIS will contain a cultural resources analysis that identifies and mitigates any reasonably foreseeable

impacts to paleontological, historical, and archaeological resources located within the project site.  The

EIS process will include a cultural records search and consultation with the Native American Heritage

Commission and consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

Mitigation will be proposed for significant impacts.  

3.2.21 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Scoping

The EIS will contain a Phase I site assessment for the project site that will disclose any incidences of past

and current hazardous materials incidents and involvements, if any.  The EIS will also discuss construction

and operational hazardous materials usage, if any, as it relates to the Proposed Action. Mitigation will be

proposed for significant impacts.  

3.2.22 Soils and Geology

Scoping

The EIS will assess the reasonably foreseeable impacts related to geology, topography, seismicity,

mineral resources, and soils. Mitigation will be proposed for significant impacts.   

3.2.23 Cumulative Impacts

Scoping

The EIS will address all direct, indirect, and reasonably foreseeable cumulative impacts of the Proposed

Action and alternatives. Mitigation will be proposed for significant impacts.  
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